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Eighth Installment in the Series: The Birth of the Realistic Dialectic in Marx
　Having shown the affinity between Marx and Rimbaud in the previous installments in general, 
beginning with this article I would like to clarify Marxʼs realistic dialectic in detail and explain how it 
was formed. Marx criticized not only Hegelʼs idealistic dialectic but also Feuerbach, who criticized 
Hegel based on his materialism, eventually developing his own realistic dialectic in the time between 
writing the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 and Theses on Feuerbach (1845). His real-
istic dialectic shows its uniqueness most clearly in these early works, as he later looked back on his 
development. There are, however, two questions to be answered: namely, how is one to reconcile the 
realistic dialectic Marx produced and refined with the archaeological problem of confirming the 
sequence of his writings. The latter can be resolved easily, because of many bibliographical studies.1） 
The former, however, raises many important points that must be resolved, and I would like to focus 
my arguments primarily on this problem.
1.  The sequence of Marx’s writings from 1843 to 1846: drafts, memoranda, notebooks, and 
articles
　As I mentioned, the problem of verifying the sequence of Marxʼs writings is solved by excellent for-
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eign and Japanese studies; therefore, I studied his writings in this order to clarify how and when he 
established his revolutionary dialectic.2）
　a. Marx fled from Germany to Paris, France, with his new wife in October 1843, and he was at that 
time completing two articles for Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher: On the Jewish Question and Con-
tribution to the Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Law. Introduction. These articles address the issues 
he developed in Germany, and do not reveal the influence of Parisian revolutionary laborers.3）
　b. Marx began to participate in the revolutionary laborersʼ meetings and initiate contact with the 
members of their secret societies in 1844. This experience deepened his critique of the political econ-
omy, which he had just begun to work on, resulting in the First Manuscript of the Economic and 
Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, in which the most relevant concept is “estranged labor.”
　c. He had already written four citation notebooks for economics that he had begun before writing the 
Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, and he began to add his own comments to them. The 
longest and most contemplative of these comments are the notes on James Mill (known as Comments 
on James Mill). It was here that Marx developed his unique concept of a “dual society.”
　d. He then wrote Critical Marginal Notes on the Article: “The King of Prussia and Social Reform. By 
a Prussian,” a critique of his old ally, Arnold Ruge. As mentioned in the last installment, he clearly 
explained his theory of revolution in this article for the first time. This article was completed by July 
31, 1844.
　e. The Second and Third Manuscripts of the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 were 
written no earlier than August 1844, in which he included his profoundest thoughts on history and 
society, and his thorough critique of Hegelʼs dialectic.
　f. As a result of the above studies, he then wrote The Holy Family or Critique of Critical Criticism, 
Against Bruno Bauer and Company (with Engels), Theses on Feuerbach, and The German Ideology 
(with Engels). Therefore, Marxʼs realistic dialectic was explained clearly, and he formulated it into 
“the formula of historical materialism” in the preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political 
Economy. This is Marxʼs view of history that has been very popular among Marxists.
2. The significance of “estranged labor”
　Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 was made public in 1932, and Marxʼs view of humans 
and history in his theory of estrangement stimulated many thinkers to reflect on his ideas. The focal 
point of these thoughts was to set Hegel and Feuerbachʼs humanism against Marxʼs mature critique 
of political economy in Capital. Marxists criticized such a line of thinking as bourgeois thoughts, 
empty critiques, and simple labeling. Louis Pierre Althusser and Wataru Hiromatsu were dissatisfied 
2 ）　Leninʼs arguments of “three sources of Marxism” are unhelpful in dating Marxʼs early works.
Rather, we must consider the content of his writings. Cf. esp. Hattori 1₉84.
₃ ）　Cf. esp. Lowy 2005.
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with such emptiness, and insisted on scientism. Their scientific critique, however, suggests that young 
Marx should take responsibility for “bourgeois humanism,” as it were, and suppresses Marxʼs realistic 
dialectic under the name of science.
　Such argumentation is superseded by arguments prior to the collapse of the Soviet bloc, and is no 
longer relevant. Rather, we should expand our understanding of Marxʼs estranged labor, the focal 
point of the above arguments.
　These words appear in the conclusion of the First Manuscript of the Economic and Philosophic 
Manuscripts of 1844, and its central theme is why the separation of capital, rent, and labor – which 
originates from the analysis of the three sources of revenue – results in the separation of capital and 
labor. It is, therefore, a theory of class struggle based on a critique of political economy, and not bour-
geois humanism or the immature philosophy of Hegel or Feuerbach. In a letter to Joseph Weydemeyer 
dated March 5, 1852, Marx wrote:
Now as for myself, I do not claim to have discovered either the existence of classes in modern 
society or the struggle between them. Long before me, bourgeois historians had described the 
historical development of this struggle between the classes, as had bourgeois economists their 
economic anatomy. My own contribution was 1. to show that the existence of classes is merely 
bound up with certain historical phases in the development of production; 2. that the class strug-
gle necessarily leads to the dictatorship of the proletariat; 3. that this dictatorship itself consti-
tutes no more than a transition to the abolition of all classes and to a classless society. (Marx 
1983, pp. 62‒₆5)
All three of these contributions are treated in Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, and 
appear in its First Manuscript. That is, Marx wrote this manuscript intensively in July and August 
1844, to clarify the agents of the upcoming revolution. These agents were the proletariat, and the 
cause of their existence was estranged labor. That is how he identified the notion of estranged labor 
through his studies of political economy.4）
　Indeed, the “estrangement” of estranged labor comes from Hegel and Feuerbach, but the same word 
does not necessarily have the same meaning. Marx originally intended to realize the philosophy,5） so 
4 ）　At the end of the First Manuscript of the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, Marx 
wrote: “From the relationship of estranged labor to private property it follows further that the 
emancipation of society from private property, etc., from servitude, is expressed in the political form 
of the emancipation of the workers; not that their emancipation alone is at stake, but because the 
emancipation of the workers contains universal human emancipation – and it contains this because 
the whole of human servitude is involved in the relation of the worker to production, and all relations 
of servitude are but modifications and consequences of this relation.”
5 ）　Cf. Omote 200₉.
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he inevitably employed the most highly developed philosophy of his time – Hegelʼs philosophy and its 
direct critique, that is, Feuerbachʼs philosophy. Marx studied the political economy that analyzed real 
society in his time, and criticized it by transforming Hegel and Feuerbachʼs philosophy into reality. 
Therefore, in his terminology, estrangement or alienation were not estrangement or alienation in 
general, but estranged labor or alienated labor. Marx always treated concepts about proper objects, 
but not abstract concepts since he criticized Hegel and wrote in Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s 
Philosophy of Law that Hegel lacks “the proper criticism of proper objects.”6）
　A man who appreciates only the abstract concept of “estrangement” or “alienation” is a conceptual 
realist, a kind of idealist. All the participants of the estrangement versus objectification debate, there-
fore, could be conceptual realists.7）
　Marx divided estranged labor into four constituents: alienation of labor from its products, alienation 
of the laborer from labor itself, alienation of the laborer from species-being, and alienation of the 
laborer from the non-laborer. In this installment, I would like to argue the first and second constitu-
ents.
3. The first constituent of estranged labor: alienation of labor from its products
　In the First Manuscript of Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, Marx classified three 
sources of revenue, organized cited references from many economists into three columns for each 
source, and subsequently wrote the following criticism:
We have proceeded from the premises of political economy. We have accepted its language and its 
laws. We presupposed private property, the separation of labor, capital and land, and of wages, 
profit of capital and rent of land – likewise division of labor, competition, the concept of exchange 
value, etc. On the basis of political economy itself, in its own words, we have shown that the 
worker sinks to the level of a commodity and becomes indeed the most wretched of commodities; 
that the wretchedness of the worker is in inverse proportion to the power and magnitude of his 
production; that the necessary result of competition is the accumulation of capital in a few hands, 
and thus the restoration of monopoly in a more terrible form; and that finally the distinction 
between capitalist and land rentier, like that between the tiller of the soil and the factory worker, 
disappears and that the whole of society must fall apart into the two classes – property owners 
and propertyless workers. 
　Political economy starts with the fact of private property; it does not explain it to us. It expresses 
in general abstract formulas the material process through which private property actually 
₆ ）　Cf. Omote 2014.
7 ）　Conceptual realists are predominant in Japan; teaching staff at universities recommended 
Pappenheim 1₉5₉ and its Japanese translation in the 1₉₆0s instead of Marxʼs Economic and 
Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, and they were widely read.
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passes, and these formulas it then takes for laws. It does not comprehend these laws, i.e., it does 
not demonstrate how they arise from the very nature of private property. Political economy 
throws no light on the cause of the division between labor and capital, and between capital and 
land. When, for example, it defines the relationship of wages to profit, it takes the interest of the 
capitalists to be the ultimate cause, i.e., it takes for granted what it is supposed to explain. Simi-
larly, competition comes in everywhere. It is explained from external circumstances. As to how 
far these external and apparently accidental circumstances are but the expression of a necessary 
course of development, political economy teaches us nothing. We have seen how exchange itself 
appears to it as an accidental fact. The only wheels which political economy sets in motion are 
greed, and the war amongst the greedy – competition.......
　Now, therefore, we have to grasp the intrinsic connection between private property, greed, the 
separation of labor, capital and landed property; the connection of exchange and competition, of 
value and the devaluation of man, of monopoly and competition, etc. – the connection between 
this whole estrangement and the money system. (Marx 1975, pp. 270‒271)
What is the significance of Marxʼs criticism above of political economy? Can political economists accept 
such criticism? Scientists can complete their studies if they are able to derive some laws or specific 
terms, and perhaps have an opportunity to win a Nobel Prize. Thomas Piketty, for example, happened 
to receive great acclaim, although he had derived some laws of business cycles and economic polariza-
tions from statistical facts over the last 200 years.
　What was Marxʼs focal point in his criticism of the political economy? We must first understand the 
fundamental meaning of the German word begreifen to understand Marxʼs intention. This word means 
to grasp. Hegel, however, used this word in Phänomenologie des Geistes to suggest Begriff [concept], 
and it became customary for Marxʼs researchers to translate the word as “to grasp conceptually.” 
Essentially, to grasp conceptually means not only to grasp the objective facts at the level of simple 
conscious presentation, but also to reveal the factsʼ hidden fundamental relationship from the factsʼ 
movements, and understand the movement as a concept.8） 
　We now follow Marxʼs description, to see how he analyzed the political economic facts and grasped 
them conceptually. First, Marx summarized the facts that political economy – and especially Adam 
Smithʼs Wealth of Nations – analyzed, and said:
We proceed from an actual economic fact. 
　The worker becomes all the poorer the more wealth he produces, the more his production 
increases in power and size. The worker becomes an ever cheaper commodity the more commodi-
8 ）　Cf. Hegelʼs The Phenomenology of Spirit [Phänomenologie des Geistes] or The Encyclopaedia of the 
Philosophical Sciences [Enzyklopädie der philosophischen Wissenschaften im Grundrisse].
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ties he creates. The devaluation of the world of men is in direct proportion to the increasing value 
of the world of things. Labor produces not only commodities; it produces itself and the worker as 
a commodity – and this at the same rate at which it produces commodities in general. (Marx 1975, 
pp. 271‒272)
The inverse relationship between worker and wealth or the value of a commodity is the mere fact. 
Smith and other political economists, therefore, just picked up the fact and did not have any percep-
tion of its significance for human society. Marx, however, identified the problem here, and investi-
gated the meaning of the fact.
This fact expresses merely that the object which labor produces – laborʼs product – confronts it as 
something alien, as a power independent of the producer. The product of labor is labor which has 
been embodied in an object, which has become material: it is the objectification of labor. Laborʼs 
realization is its objectification. Under these economic conditions this realization of labor appears 
as loss of realization for the workers; objectification as loss of the object and bondage to it; appro-
priation as estrangement, as alienation.
　So much does laborʼs realization appear as loss of realization that the worker loses realization 
to the point of starving to death. So much does objectification appear as loss of the object that the 
worker is robbed of the objects most necessary not only for his life but for his work. Indeed, labor 
itself becomes an object which he can obtain only with the greatest effort and with the most 
irregular interruptions. So much does the appropriation of the object appear as estrangement 
that the more objects the worker produces the less he can possess and the more he falls under the 
sway of his product, capital. (Marx 1975, p. 272)
We must consider that Marx grasps the antagonism between laborʼs product and the worker as the 
self-disintegration of the worker, not as domination by the wealthy over workers. He thought that 
such domination was merely the result of self-disintegration and self-contradiction. In our time of 
highly developed capitalism, this state of things does not change at all. Pikettyʼs “economic polariza-
tion” is a mere phenomenon of capitalism. It is extraneous to the foundation of capitalism since work-
ers and labor are essential to capitalism.
　In this analysis, Marx clearly connected Hegelʼs concepts such as objectification [Vergegenständli-
chung], estrangement [Entfremdung], and alienation [Entäusserung] with economic reality – that is, 
labor and workers. This connection simultaneously reveals the unreality and ideality of Hegelʼs con-
cepts that are explained in detail in Critique of the Hegelian Dialectic and Philosophy as a Whole in 
the Third Manuscript of Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844. However, I will discuss the 
Third Manuscript on another occasion.
　In the above citation, Marx very carefully and concretely explained the objectification [Vergegen-
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ständlichung] associated with labor. He said, “The product of labor is labor which has been embodied 
in an object, which has become material: it is the objectification of labor. Laborʼs realization is its 
objectification.” Marxʼs objectification, therefore, is not the objectification of consciousness or idea, but 
that of labor or materialistic activity, which faces the natural and materialistic world. What is impor-
tant for Marx is that this objectification and realization of labor results in a loss of realization in 
modern society. Hence, he called the situation estrangement or alienation.
　Therefore, the first constituent of estranged labor should be the estrangement and alienation from 
product. Marx said:
All these consequences are implied in the statement that the worker is related to the product of 
his labor as to an alien object. For on this premise it is clear that the more the worker spends 
himself, the more powerful becomes the alien world of objects which he creates over and against 
himself, the poorer he himself – his inner world – becomes, the less belongs to him as his own. It 
is the same in religion. The more man puts into God, the less he retains in himself. The worker 
puts his life into the object; but now his life no longer belongs to him but to the object. Hence, the 
greater this activity, the more the worker lacks objects. Whatever the product of his labor is, he 
is not. Therefore, the greater this product, the less is he himself. The alienation of the worker in 
his product means not only that his labor becomes an object, an external existence, but that it 
exists outside him, independently, as something alien to him, and that it becomes a power on its 
own confronting him. It means that the life which he has conferred on the object confronts him as 
something hostile and alien. (Marx 1975, p. 272)
Incidentally, Marxʼs discussion is not limited to the estrangement of laborʼs product so far. He intensi-
fied his analysis and identified what existed behind laborʼs product – nature.
Let us now look more closely at the objectification, at the production of the worker; and in it at 
the estrangement, the loss of the object, of his product. 
　The worker can create nothing without nature, without the sensuous external world. It is the 
material on which his labor is realized, in which it is active, from which and by means of which 
it produces. 
　But just as nature provides labor with [the] means of life in the sense that labor cannot live 
without objects on which to operate, on the other hand, it also provides the means of life in the 
more restricted sense, i.e., the means for the physical subsistence of the worker himself. 
　Thus the more the worker by his labor appropriates the external world, sensuous nature, the 
more he deprives himself of means of life in two respects: first, in that the sensuous external 
world more and more ceases to be an object belonging to his labor – to be his laborʼs means of life; 
and, second, in that it more and more ceases to be means of life in the immediate sense, means 
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for the physical subsistence of the worker. 
　In both respects, therefore, the worker becomes a servant of his object, first, in that he receives 
an object of labor, i.e., in that he receives work, and, secondly, in that he receives means of sub-
sistence. This enables him to exist, first as a worker; and second, as a physical subject. The height 
of this servitude is that it is only as a worker that he can maintain himself as a physical subject 
and that it is only as a physical subject that he is a worker. (Marx 1975, p. 273)
What is discussed above is the fundamental antagonism or contradiction between nature and humans. 
The situation wherein the product produced by workers contradicts and dominates workers implies 
that the more humans use labor to dominate nature as objects, the more nature dominates humans by 
making them slaves of nature. This fundamental contradiction is the core of Marxʼs realistic dialectic.
　We should now consider the second constituent of estranged labor to understand this dialectic in 
depth.
4. The second constituent of estranged labor: estrangement in production
　Marx discussed the self-estrangement of workers here:
Till now we have been considering the estrangement, the alienation of the worker only in one of 
its aspects, i.e., the workerʼs relationship to the products of his labor. But the estrangement is 
manifested not only in the result but in the act of production, within the producing activity, itself. 
How could the worker come to face the product of his activity as a stranger, were it not that in 
the very act of production he was estranging himself from himself? The product is after all but 
the summary of the activity, of production. If then the product of labor is alienation, production 
itself must be active alienation, the alienation of activity, the activity of alienation. In the 
estrangement of the object of labor is merely summarized the estrangement, the alienation, in 
the activity of labor itself. (Marx 1975, p. 274)
Marx saw the estrangement of workers from laborʼs product as the result of production, and found its 
cause in the fact that production itself is “active alienation, the alienation of activity, the activity of 
alienation.” This is the expression of Marxʼs unique theory of practice or realistic dialectic wherein 
object is practice and subject, and which he later formulated properly as Theses on Feuerbach. Marx 
described “the activity of alienation” as follows:
What, then, constitutes the alienation of labor? 
　First, the fact that labor is external to the worker, i.e., it does not belong to his intrinsic nature; 
that in his work, therefore, he does not affirm himself but denies himself, does not feel content 
but unhappy, does not develop freely his physical and mental energy but mortifies his body and 
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ruins his mind. The worker therefore only feels himself outside his work, and in his work feels 
outside himself. He feels at home when he is not working, and when he is working he does not 
feel at home. His labor is therefore not voluntary, but coerced; it is forced labor. It is therefore not 
the satisfaction of a need; it is merely a means to satisfy needs external to it. Its alien character 
emerges clearly in the fact that as soon as no physical or other compulsion exists, labor is shunned 
like the plague. External labor, labor in which man alienates himself, is a labor of self-sacrifice, 
of mortification. Lastly, the external character of labor for the worker appears in the fact that it 
is not his own, but someone elseʼs, that it does not belong to him, that in it he belongs, not to 
himself, but to another. Just as in religion the spontaneous activity of the human imagination, of 
the human brain and the human heart, operates on the individual independently of him – that 
is, operates as an alien, divine or diabolical activity – so is the workerʼs activity not his spontane-
ous activity. It belongs to another; it is the loss of his self. (Marx 1975, p. 274)
The self-estrangement of workers or, more concretely, forced labor, would apparently be the direct 
motivation for a social revolution of the proletariat. Marx, however, did not discuss that here. If so, he 
would have been merely a supporter of a popular uprising, and the significance of this revolution in 
human history would have never been understood. We must clarify the third constituent of estranged 
labor to understand it.
Afterword
　I intended to argue the third and fourth constituents of estranged labor in this installment, but I 
would like to refer to the misunderstanding regarding species-being by Wataru Hiromatsu in the 
third constituent, which requires additional pages. Therefore, I will discuss both constituents in the 
following installment. This will make it difficult to understand Marxʼs theory of labor, for which I 
apologize.
Ninth Installment in the Series: What is Marxʼs Species-Being?
　Marx elucidated the central theme of “estranged labor” in the First Manuscript of Economic and 
Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844. However, I discussed only the first and second constituents of 
estranged labor in the previous installment, so I would like to discuss its third and fourth constituents 
now. Prior to undertaking this discussion, we must remember that interpretation of the third con-
stituent has caused turmoil and conflict. In particular, the term “species-being” has been widely mis-
interpreted because the term originates with Hegel and Feuerbach. The most significant 
misinterpretation or dogmatism was perpetrated by Wataru Hiromatsu – humans as species-being is 
the subject of self-alienation and this is the biased view of Marx who followed Moses Hess, a converted 
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Feuerbachist.9） We can consider the validity of Hiromatsuʼs interpretation only by examining the 
third constituent ourselves. We must remember, however, that Hiromatsuʼs manner of using terms 
like subject or object has nothing to do with Hegel or Marx. He used them as his unique, philosophical 
terms.
1. The third constituent of estranged labor: alienation from species-being
　Marx explained what species-being is before he examined the third constituent of estranged labor. 
Therefore, we must first read it carefully.
Man is a species-being, not only because in practice and in theory he adopts the species (his own 
as well as those of other things) as his object, but – and this is only another way of expressing it 
– also because he treats himself as the actual, living species; because he treats himself as a uni-
versal and therefore a free being.
　The life of the species, both in man and in animals, consists physically in the fact that man (like 
the animal) lives on organic nature; and the more universal man (or the animal) is, the more 
universal is the sphere of inorganic nature on which he lives. Just as plants, animals, stones, air, 
light, etc., constitute theoretically a part of human consciousness, partly as objects of natural 
science, partly as objects of art – his spiritual inorganic nature, spiritual nourishment which he 
must first prepare to make palatable and digestible – so also in the realm of practice they consti-
tute a part of human life and human activity. Physically man lives only on these products of 
nature, whether they appear in the form of food, heating, clothes, a dwelling, etc. The universal-
ity of man appears in practice precisely in the universality which makes all nature his inorganic 
body – both inasmuch as nature is (1) his direct means of life, and (2) the material, the object, and 
the instrument of his life activity. Nature is manʼs inorganic body – nature, that is, insofar as it 
is not itself human body. Man lives on nature – means that nature is his body, with which he 
must remain in continuous interchange if he is not to die. That manʼs physical and spiritual life 
is linked to nature means simply that nature is linked to itself, for man is a part of nature. (Marx 
1975, pp. 275‒276)
This argument about humans as species-being is apparently an extension of the first and second con-
stituents of estranged labor to natural and human history. Marxʼs intention was that an understand-
ing of the most universal human existence was required to grasp the significance of modern civil 
society in human history. Marx later wrote in the preface of  first volume of Capital (1996), “my stand-
point, from which the evolution of the economic formation of society is viewed as a process of natural 
history” (Marx 1996, p. 10); “a process of natural history” here provoked many arguments, but the 
₉ ）　Cf. Hiromatsu 1₉₉1; Hiromatsu 2008.
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foundation of the “process of natural history” is “the species-being” and “life of the species” in the above 
citation. Especially important to understanding his “process of natural history” are the phrases – “the 
universality of man appears in practice precisely in the universality which makes all nature his inor-
ganic body,” and “that manʼs physical and spiritual life is linked to nature means simply that nature 
is linked to itself.”
　Second, we must consider that Marxʼs argument about species-being was more advanced than that 
of Hegel and Feuerbach, although it was based on them.10） Marx defined species [Gattung] as did 
Feuerbach, but subsequently he said it was not adequate and emphasized the practice as follows:
Man is a species-being, not only because in practice and in theory he adopts the species (his own 
as well as those of other things) as his object, but – and this is only another way of expressing it 
– also because he treats himself as the actual, living species; because he treats himself as a uni-
versal and therefore a free being.
“Treat [verhalten]” above would have to be translated as “have relations to and act on,” but this is too 
circumlocutory and difficult to handle. I would like to state for future argument that Marx always 
used the word “relation” with practice or objectification, and in that point, he is different from other 
philosophers like Ernst Cassirer. Therefore, people who argue about the relation from outside the 
relational act are alienated from the relation, and cannot grasp the inner fact of the relation. That 
would also be true in the case of a love relationship or a social relationship.
　Marx grasped species-being as having a practical relation, and so he established it in species-life, 
and explained the relationship between humans and nature in detail. We cannot understand human 
history without the basis of natural history, which Marx explained. A superficial understanding of 
history that lacks such a basis produces only histories of cultures or ideas that are products of ideol-
ogy.
　Based on such arguments about history, Marx explained the third constituent of estranged labor.
In estranging from man (1) nature, and (2) himself, his own active functions, his life activity, 
estranged labor estranges the species from man. It changes for him the life of the species into a 
means of individual life. First it estranges the life of the species and individual life, and secondly 
it makes individual life in its abstract form the purpose of the life of the species, likewise in its 
abstract and estranged form.
　For labor, life activity, productive life itself, appears to man in the first place merely as a means 
of satisfying a need – the need to maintain physical existence. Yet the productive life is the life of 
10）　Cf. Hideo Handaʼs thorough investigation of the difference between Marxʼs species-being and that 
of Feuerbach (Handa 1₉75-1₉82).
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the species. It is life-engendering life. The whole character of a species, its species-character, is 
contained in the character of its life activity; and free, conscious activity is manʼs species-charac-
ter. Life itself appears only as a means to life. (Marx 1975, p. 276)
Marx first grasped species-being as practice, materialized it to species-life, and examined the human-
being predominantly from the viewpoint of intercourse with nature. He finally derived the separation 
of species-being and individual life and the inversion of purpose and means in his explanation of the 
third constituent of estranged labor. Therefore, alienation, which was at issue here, was the realistic 
abstraction – that is, the separation and abstraction of the species and individuality of human-being, 
which were originally united.
　The abstraction means firstly to extract the essential from various phenomena, and then to fix such 
essences of objects as concepts. Marx made full use of the two meanings of abstraction, and developed 
his theory until he completed his later work Capital. We must be careful with his use of this word to 
avoid becoming conceptual realists who understand the latter meaning only in a positive way.
　Apropos, it is apparent that abstraction in the above citation is used in the former negative mean-
ing: “individual life in its abstract form” or “the life of the species, likewise in its abstract and estranged 
form.”
　Marx argued about alienation from laborʼs product (the first constituent) and the alienation from 
labor itself (the second constituent), and he called labor “life activity [die Lebensthätigkeit]” and “pro-
ductive life [die productive Leben]” in the third constituent. He also explained productive life: “the 
productive life is the life of the species. It is life-engendering life.” The life-engendering life [das Leben 
erzuegende Leben] here means labor however no political economists discern such a profound signifi-
cance in labor. The political economists are wholly satisfied with the life produced by labor, uncon-
sciously support this life, and have no ability to comprehend about life-engendering life, that is, the 
significance of labor in human history.
　Next, we must pay attention to the fact that Marx defined “manʼs species-character [der Gattung-
scharakter]” as “free, conscious activity [die freie bewußte Thätigkeit].” This definition inevitably 
comes from Marxʼs argument about the reason why human-being is species-being: “Man is a species-
being, not only because in practice and in theory he adopts the species (his own as well as those of 
other things) as his object, but – and this is only another way of expressing it – also because he treats 
himself as the actual, living species; because he treats himself as a universal and therefore a free 
being.” Therefore, we should not grasp “freedom” or “consciousness” in a narrow individualistic sense 
that originates from the modern individualism of modern civil society. Such a standpoint cannot even 
compete with Marxʼs natural historical standpoint in its depth and breadth. On the contrary, such a 
standpoint is the result of alienation. We can also see from the characterization of manʼs species-being 
as “free, conscious activity” that this is identical to the impersonal, absolute consciousness and free-
dom of Sartre, who studied and developed Husserl. Nevertheless, Marx did not willingly give his view 
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on the “intentionality of consciousness.”11）
2. The foundation of Marx’s practice: objective activities
　He explained the deeper meaning of “free conscious activity” using a comparison of human life and 
animal life.
The animal is immediately one with its life activity. It does not distinguish itself from it. It is its 
life activity. Man makes his life activity itself the object of his will and of his consciousness. He 
has conscious life activity. It is not a determination with which he directly merges. Conscious life 
activity distinguishes man immediately from animal life activity. It is just because of this that he 
is a species-being. Or it is only because he is a species-being that he is a conscious being, i.e., that 
his own life is an object for him. Only because of that is his activity free activity. Estranged labor 
reverses the relationship, so that it is just because man is a conscious being that he makes his life 
activity, his essential being, a mere means to his existence.
　In creating a world of objects by his personal activity, in his work upon inorganic nature, man 
proves himself a conscious species-being, i.e., as a being that treats the species as his own essen-
tial being, or that treats itself as a species-being. Admittedly animals also produce. They build 
themselves nests, dwellings, like the bees, beavers, ants, etc. But an animal only produces what 
it immediately needs for itself or its young. It produces one-sidedly, whilst man produces univer-
sally. It produces only under the dominion of immediate physical need, whilst man produces even 
when he is free from physical need and only truly produces in freedom therefrom. An animal 
produces only itself, whilst man reproduces the whole of nature. An animalʼs product belongs 
immediately to its physical body, whilst man freely confronts his product. An animal forms only 
in accordance with the standard and the need of the species to which it belongs, whilst man 
knows how to produce in accordance with the standard of every species, and knows how to apply 
everywhere the inherent standard to the object. Man therefore also forms objects in accordance 
with the laws of beauty.
　It is just in his work upon the objective world, therefore, that man really proves himself to be 
a species-being. This production is his active species-life. Through this production, nature appears 
as his work and his reality. The object of labor is, therefore, the objectification of man’s species-
life: for he duplicates himself not only, as in consciousness, intellectually, but also actively, in 
reality, and therefore he sees himself in a world that he has created. In tearing away from man 
the object of his production, therefore, estranged labor tears from him his species-life, his real 
objectivity as a member of the species, and transforms his advantage over animals into the dis-
11）　In the earlier installment of this series, I wrote that Marx lacks the problem of consciousness, but 
I have to retract that statement.
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advantage that his inorganic body, nature, is taken from him.
　Similarly, in degrading spontaneous, free activity to a means, estranged labor makes manʼs 
species-life a means to his physical existence.
　The consciousness which man has of his species is thus transformed by estrangement in such 
a way that species [-life] becomes for him a means. (Marx 1975, pp. 27₆‒277)
These passages summarize the significance of Marxʼs argument of species-being.
　First, he compares humans with animals, and grasps the significance of the species-being of humans 
compared to the limited species-being of animals. This is the meaning of the phrase: “he [man] treats 
himself as the actual, living species... he treats himself as a universal and therefore a free being.”
　Second, Marx tactfully describes the creation of the human world in the phrase “creating a world of 
objects by his personal activity [das praktische Erzeugen einer gegenständlichen Welt].” In addition, 
the human world is said to have been created on the basis of the natural world. The expression used 
is the extension of the “objectification [Vergegenständlichung]” in the first feature of estranged labor 
and directly derived from the definition of species-life, that is, “life creating life.” I would like to 
explain the German expression of this phrase. Erzeugen (= creating) is a noun made by a verb zeugen 
(= [by reproduction activity a masculine] generate a child) plus er (= prefix indicating the movement 
from inside to outside). Marx thought of his wife Jenny, who was at that time with her mother in 
Kreuznach for childbirth. This somewhat difficult expression is turned into “objective activity” later in 
Thesis on Feuerbach, in which he criticized both Hegel and Feuerbach. The meaning of Marxʼs com-
plete phrase has not been completely understood, and therefore the objective activity in Thesis on 
Feuerbach has been incorrectly comprehended, and the practice has been seen only as political prac-
tice – that is, street demonstrations, election campaigns, or subjective practice in the minds of left-
wing intellectuals.12）
　Third, “creating a world of objects by his personal activity” is rephrased as “his work upon inorganic 
nature [die Bearbeitung der unorganischen Natur],” and both expressions together are further 
rephrased in “his work upon the objective world [die Bearbeitung der gegenständlichen Welt].” The 
“work [Bearbeitung]” means adding labor to existing natural objects and transforming them, and, as 
a result, men duplicating themselves through this activity. Such objective duplication is the founda-
tion of Marxʼs realistic dialectic.13） Marx expresses it as follows: “He duplicates himself not only, as in 
12）　Cf. Many Marxist articles in various debates from party-orientation debates before the Second 
World War to the subjectivity-debate after the Second World War.
1₃）　Cf. Omote 1₉74. I wrote there that the core of Marxʼs realistic dialectic was separation and 
duplication. The article was written at the peak of my early days, and I would like to say that this 
series of articles is the development of that early work. I regret that I packed too much into it, and 
did not develop the contents adequately. I criticized the irremediably corrupted Marxism of Seimei 
Hirata and Wataru Hiromatsu, but few people paid attention to it.
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consciousness, intellectually, but also actively, in reality, and therefore he sees himself in a world that 
he has created.” Marxʼs explanation reveals that his interest was not limited to human consciousness 
and that the duplication [Verdoppelung] of objects themselves was of most importance. The word 
“actively [werkthätig]” would originate from “work [Werk]” in “through this production, nature 
appears as his work and his reality.” Through this development, Marx came to grasp the “wealth of 
societies” in the beginning of Chapter One of Capital.14） Additionally, we should note that Marx 
rephrased species-life as “real objectivity as a member of the species [wirkliche Gattungsgegenständli-
chkeit].” That is, he emphasized again that the human life at issue was objective and realistic.
　Such realistic dualism of the human and human world leads to the fourth constituent of estranged 
labor.
3. The fourth constituent of estranged labor: alienation of human from human
　Before arguing about the fourth constituent of estranged labor, Marx summarized the alienation 
from species-being (the third constituent) and said:
Estranged labor turns thus:
　(3) Man’s species-being, both nature and his spiritual species-property, into a being alien to 
him, into a means of his individual existence. It estranges from man his own body, as well as 
external nature and his spiritual aspect, his human aspect (Marx 1975, p. 277)
Marxʼs above summary describes the transformation of the human species-being into the means of 
private life by estranged labor, and examines the fundamentals of private property – that is, the foun-
dation of modern civil society. The relationship between individuals appears in this way, and is 
grasped as an alienated social relationship in the fourth constituent of estranged labor.
(4) An immediate consequence of the fact that man is estranged from the product of his labor, 
from his life activity, from his species-being, is the estrangement of man from man. When man 
14）　Most students from the 1₉50s to the 1₉70s, when Marxism was in its heyday, knew the beginning 
of Capital by heart: “The wealth of those societies in which the capitalist mode of production prevails, 
presents itself as ʻan immense accumulation of commodities,ʼ its unit being a single commodity [Das 
Reichtum der Gesellschaften, in welchen kapitalistische Produktionweise herrscht, erscheint als eine 
“ungeheure Waarensammlung,” die einzelne Waare als seine Elementarform].” Apparently, Marx 
wrote this phrase with Adam Smithʼs Wealth of Nations in mind, and perhaps made it his 
responsibility to do so, for he used “A Critique of Political Economy” as the subtitle of Capital. 
Japanese translations of Capital, however, make it difficult to understand Marxʼs intention, because 
Japanese has no relative pronouns and the Japanese translation could imply that “the capitalist 
mode of production” is the subject of this entire sentence.
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confronts himself, he confronts the other man. What applies to a manʼs relation to his work, to the 
product of his labor and to himself, also holds of a manʼs relation to the other man, and to the 
other manʼs labor and object of labor.
　In fact, the proposition that manʼs species-nature is estranged from him means that one man 
is estranged from the other, as each of them is from manʼs essential nature.
　The estrangement of man, and in fact every relationship in which man [stands] to himself, is 
realized and expressed only in the relationship in which a man stands to other men.
　Hence within the relationship of estranged labor each man views the other in accordance with 
the standard and the relationship in which he finds himself as a worker. (Marx 1975, pp. 277‒278)
What Marx intended to explain here is the estrangement of man from man based on a realistic human 
mutual relationship. Essentially, we must understand the third constituent of estranged labor through 
the concretization or realistic human mutual relationship in order to not be corrupted into mere bour-
geois humanism.15） A sentence in the above citation explains that the fourth constituent of estranged 
labor is the concretization of the theory of species-being.
The estrangement of man, and in fact every relationship in which man [stands] to himself, is 
realized and expressed only in the relationship in which a man stands to other men.
Verbs like “realize [verwirklichen]” and “express [ausdrücken]” in the above citation indicate concre-
tization. The concretization is more intensely expressed in the following passage of the fourth con-
stituent of estranged labor, which we will examine in this section.
We must bear in mind the previous proposition that manʼs relation to himself becomes for him 
objective and actual through his relation to the other man. (Marx 1975, p. 278)
As Marx emphasized in italics, the realization and concretization of relationship for him meant that 
the relationship became objective [gegenständlich] and realistic [wirklich]. This expression appears at 
the beginning of the First Thesis on Feuerbach that I would like to discuss later as “objectivity, reality, 
sensuousness.” Therefore, expressions like “objectification” and “objective world” that appear from the 
beginning of Estranged Labor are used by Marx throughout the critical evaluation of Hegel and Feu-
erbachʼs uses of these expressions. Marx aimed to transform (Hegelʼs) philosophy into reality from the 
15）　Cf. Pappenheim 1₉5₉ and the comments by Kinji Imamura in the Japanese translation of the 1₉₉5 
edition; Hasegawa 2011. They all overlooked Marxʼs intention of examining the class struggles by 
Critique of Political Economy, and commented that early Marx took the position of beautiful 
bourgeois humanism.
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time of his dissertation, and used these expressions in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 
1844 and The Holy Family. Without a solid understanding of this point, we would easily stumble into 
a superficial interpretation and discuss irrationally, like Wataru Hiromatsu.16） I required almost half 
a century to understand objective activity in the First Thesis on Feuerbach. Although Tadashi Katoʼs 
articles were invaluable, he was also entangled in the errors of Engelsʼ intuitive materialism. I had to 
examine the obscurity of these errors, which were also psychological to understand “objective activ-
ity,” Marxʼs key concept. I write this series of articles for the resurgence of dialectic to examine the key 
concept of objective activity completely, which hardly anybody can be expected to understand. How-
ever, this is the core of Marxʼs realistic dialectic.
　Returning to the above sentence, we must pay attention to the fact that Marx used the word “rela-
tion [Verhältniß]” as a practical term, that is, it is relational activity. Marx said that relational activ-
ity was objective and realistic. Therefore, although Marxʼs objective activity is difficult to understand, 
the term made it possible for Marx to transform Hegelʼs philosophy into reality for the first time. 
Therefore, the fourth constituent of estranged labor is as follows.
Let us now see, further, how the concept of estranged, alienated labor must express and present 
itself in real life.
　If the product of labor is alien to me, if it confronts me as an alien power, to whom, then, does 
it belong?
　To a being other than myself.
　Who is this being?
......
　The alien being, to whom labor and the product of labor belongs, in whose service labor is done 
and for whose benefit the product of labor is provided, can only be man himself.
　If the product of labor does not belong to the worker, if it confronts him as an alien power, then 
this can only be because it belongs to some other man than the worker. If the workerʼs activity is 
1₆）　Cf. Omote 2014. Since I teach English at a preparatory school, I observe students buying flawed 
English wordbooks and simply attempting to learn them by rote. They are expected to achieve only a 
superficial understanding of English. Perhaps Wataru Hiromatsu, Hitoshi Imamura, and Hiroshi 
Hasegawa all studied similarly for university entrance examinations and later did the same while 
studying Marx, thus only acquiring a superficial understanding of him in the end.
　　Labeling some politicians anti-intellectuals seems to be in mode. Those who like such labels, 
however, set aside their insufficient understanding and underestimate their enemies as being 
unenlightened yet, no significant differences are perceptible between them. They say that the 
almighty God sees and hears, my neighbor knows nothing, and yet is always finding fault. Why do 
they not attempt to become omnipotent? Do they give up and underestimate politicians to hide it? 
Let it be so. However, do the unenlightened have more opportunities to become omnipotent than 
being labeled freaks?
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a torment to him, to another it must give satisfaction and pleasure. Not the gods, not nature, but 
only man himself can be this alien power over man.
　We must bear in mind the previous proposition that manʼs relation to himself becomes for him 
objective and actual through his relation to the other man. Thus, if the product of his labor, his 
labor objectified, is for him an alien, hostile, powerful object independent of him, then his position 
towards it is such that someone else is master of this object, someone who is alien, hostile, power-
ful, and independent of him. If he treats his own activity as an unfree activity, then he treats it 
as an activity performed in the service, under the dominion, the coercion, and the yoke of another 
man.
　Every self-estrangement of man, from himself and from nature, appears in the relation in 
which he places himself and nature to men other than and differentiated from himself. For this 
reason religious self-estrangement necessarily appears in the relationship of the layman to the 
priest, or again to a mediator, etc., since we are here dealing with the intellectual world. In the 
real practical world self-estrangement can only become manifest through the real practical rela-
tionship to other men. The medium through which estrangement takes place is itself practical. 
Thus, through estranged labor man not only creates his relationship to the object and to the act 
of production as to powers that are alien and hostile to him; he also creates the relationship in 
which other men stand to his production and to his product, and the relationship in which he 
stands to these other men. Just as he creates his own production as the loss of his reality, as his 
punishment; his own product as a loss, as a product not belonging to him; so he creates the 
domination of the person who does not produce over production and over the product. Just as he 
estranges his own activity from himself, so he confers upon the stranger an activity which is not 
his own. (Marx 1975, pp. 278‒279)
In the above passages, Marx employed metaphor in a religious relation and then described the situa-
tion in “the real practical world [die praktische wirkliche Welt].”
Self-estrangement can only become manifest through the real practical relationship to other 
men. The medium through which estrangement takes place is itself practical.
As I have said repeatedly Marxʼs “relation” is practical and realistic, which the above sentence states 
most clearly. “The medium [das Mittel]” here is the private property and its corporealization is money 
and commodity. These concrete forms, however, will be examined later.
Conclusion
　I have concluded the argument regarding the First Manuscript of the Economic and Philosophic 
Manuscripts of 1844. In the next article, I would like to investigate Comments on James Mill that is 
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confirmed to have been written following the First Manuscript.
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